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4b (11205 I87) 2 6a (18P VT77)

Note: our 8210 discusses mmam (8w o771 and the possibility of their validity. A amam 717 is best translated as an
“unambiguous” 7, where the abbreviated expression, understood in context, clearly points to a single, unequivocal
object, person etc. a 7’21 ArR® 7 will then be an ambiguous 7, where the application, person etc. intended is not
inherently clear from the statement but may be understood by context or by querying the person formulating the An59:7.
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I 9%nv’s interpretation of the 27 clause of the mwn — a1 NVI9IM 79N M7 TIN etc.
a M mnetc. is only valid if followed by a specified restriction — e.g. D10 2IRY ,HY2IR NRY
i challenge: xn>1 (unlike mwn) lists both groupings, each followed by it's own “1OR”
1 answer: the 2nd half presumes the 1¢t half
2 challenge: another Xn»11 presents both groups — in opposite order
3 answer: 1¢ half presumes 2" half (!) rejected
ii  rather: YRnW means to say that the restriction is only uni-directional if modified with 72 92 "RV, else it is bi-
directional as per ®yn 9101 "
1 Challenge: 1:n nwn (above)
iii  rather: YRNW means to say that without defining the 1108 as 1R (e.g.) it applies to all nxan
1 Challenge: let YRmw simply phrase it that way — without defining verb, all forms of benefit are 11ox
iv  Rather: 9R1nw means that without defining verb, there is no 1o’x, as each term could be understood socially
(distance, separation etc. could refer to business, proximity, social intercourse etc.)
v Reason: 5w is bothered by extra word 7 in each formula (e.g. 12 92R RW) and understands that our mwn
must be authored by nT1 2 who maintains that mn»n prw o»7 are not valid mm
II  Dispute regarding validity of mn»m prw o —
a  »an:valid
b  xa1invalid
i source: v.1—just as regular M1 needs a full and clear expression (nxk>an), similarly, the 7 requires it
ii  suggestion: dispute mirrors dispute between 13129/nT "1 re: explicitness of va (does the va have to “point to
itself” as the agent of divorce? — nTn "1 affirms, 1327 don’t require)
1 rejection:
(a) 7aw; opinion even valid for nT? 7, who only requires such explicitness in re: V3 due to the demand
of clear and complete excision
(b) &a7 opinion even valid for 329, since he couldn’t be divorcing anyone else (i.e. the 7 is self-
defining and creates its own explicitness)
2 challenge (to »ax): Rn»12 that rules if A points to a loaf, e.g. and says 127 *9Y R0 17, it is prohibited —
implying that without the defining »y it wouldn’t be valid
(a) defense: without *5y the implication might be np1¥ or Ipan
(i) challenge: Xn»11 explains that X0 is a phrase related to 127p
(b) rather: without *>», we might consider everyone prohibited to that loaf, since he might mean wpn
rather than 11 MR

www.dafyomivicc.org 3 © Yitzchak Etshalom 2015




